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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

I certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the United States Postal 
Service as first class mail in an envelope addressed to: Attention Certificate of 
Corrections Branch, Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 
22313-1450, on November 30, 2007. 



Attention Certificate of Corrections Branch 

Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



William J. Zychlewicz 
Reg. No. 51,366 



REQUEST FOR CERTIFICATE OF CORRECTION OF 
PATENT UNDER 37 C.F.R. 1.322(a) 



Sir: 



Attached is Form PTO/SB/44 suitable for printing. 

Submitted herewith is a copy of the Notice of Allowance and Fee(s) Due and the 
Notice of Allowability dated May 5, 2004 and a copy of the Amendment filed February 9, 
2004. Applicants respectfully submit that the corrections shown below are in accordance 
with the Amendment filed February 9, 2004. The corrections thereof do not involve such 
changes in the patent as would constitute new matter or would require re-examination. 
Applicants respectfully request a Certificate of Correction for the following: 

In Claim 22, column 16, line 16, between "interface" and "is" insert ~ device — . 

In Claim 25, column 1 6, line 28, delete "if it exist," and insert therefor ~ if it exists, 
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DEC 6?0Q7 



The corrections are not due to any error by Applicants and no fee is due. 
The Assignment for this patent is recorded on Reel 012127/Frame 0876. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: // 
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

CERTIFICATE OF CORRECTION 

PATENT NO. : 7,054,414 

APPLICATION NO. : 09/845,768 
ISSUE DATE : May 30, 2006 

INVENTOR(S) : Bergman et al. 

PAGE 1 OF 1 

It is certified that an error appears or errors appear in the above-identified patent and that said Letters 
Patent is hereby corrected as shown below: 

In Claim 22, column 16, line 16, between "interface" and "is" insert - device --. 

In Claim 25, column 16, line 28, delete "if it exist," and insert therefor - if it exists, --. 



MAILING ADDRESS OF SENDER: 
William J. Zychlewicz 
Armstrong Teasdale LLP 
One Metropolitan Sq., Suite 2600 

St. Louis, MO 63102 ^rv- 

This collection of information is required by 37 CFR 1.322. 1.323, and 1.324. The information is required to obtain or retain a benefit by the public which is to 
file (and by the USPTO to process) an application. Confidentiality is governed by 35 U S.C. 122 and 37 CFR 1.14. This collection is estimated to take 1.0 
hour to complete, including gathering, preparing, and submitting the completed application form to the USPTO. Time will vary depending upon the individual 
case. Any comments on the amount of time you require to complete this form and/or suggestions for reducing this burden, should be sent to the Chief 
Information Officer, U.S. Patent and Trademark Office, U.S. Department of Commerce, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. DO NOT SEND FEES 
OR COMPLETED FORMS TO THIS ADDRESS. SEND TO: Attention Certificate off Corrections Branch, Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. 
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NOTICE OF ALLOWANCE AND FEE(S) DUE 



7590 05/05/2004 

SCHWEGMAN, LUNDBERG, WOESSNER & KLUTH, P.A. 
P.O. Box 2938 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 



C 



EXAMINER 



RAMAKJUSHNAIAH, MELUR 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



2643 

DATE MAILED: 05/05/2004 
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APPLICATION NO. 


FILING DATE | FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 


| ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 


CONFIRMATION NO. 


09/845,768 05/01/2001 John Todd Bergman 
TITLE OF INVENTION: WIRELESS PHONE-INTERFACE DEVICE 




4951 


APPLN. TYPE 


SMALL ENTITY | ISSUE FEE 


PUBLICATION FEE 


| TOTAL FEE(S) DUE 


DATE DUE 


nonprovisional 


NO $1330 


$300 


$1630 


08/05/2004 



THE APPLICATION IDENTIFIED ABOVE HAS BEEN EXAMINED AND IS ALLOWED FOR ISSUANCE AS A PATENT. 
PROSECUTION QJS XHE MERITS IS CLOSED . THIS NOTICE OF ALLOWANCE IS NOT A GRANT OF PATENT RIGHTS. 
THIS APPLICATION IS SUBJECT TO WITHDRAWAL FROM ISSUE AT THE INITIATIVE OF THE OFFICE OR UPON 
PETITION BY THE APPLICANT. SEE 37 CFR 1.313 AND MPEP 1308. 

THE ISSUE FEE AND PUBLICATION FEE (IF REQUIRED) MUST BE PAID WITHIN THREE MONTHS FROM THE 
MAILING DATE OF THIS NOTICE OR THIS APPLICATION SHALL BE REGARDED AS ABANDONED. THIS 
STATUTORY PERIOP CANNOT BE EXTENDED . SEE 35 U.S.C. 151. THE ISSUE FEE DUE INDICATED ABOVE 
REFLECTS A CREDIT FOR ANY PREVIOUSLY PAID ISSUE FEE APPLIED IN THIS APPLICATION. THE PTOL-85B (OR 
AN EQUIVALENT) MUST BE RETURNED WITHIN THIS PERIOD EVEN IF NO FEE IS DUE OR THE APPLICATION WILL 
BE REGARDED AS ABANDONED. 

HOW TO REPLY TO THIS NOTICE: 

I. Review the SMALL ENTITY status shown above. 



If the SMALL ENTITY is shown as YES, verify your current 
SMALL ENTITY status: 

A. If the status is the same, pay the TOTAL FEE(S) DUE shown 
above. 

B. If the status is changed, pay the PUBLICATION FEE (if 
required) and twice the amount of the ISSUE FEE shown above 
and notify the United States Patent and Trademark Office of the 
change in status, or 



If the SMALL ENTITY is shown as NO: 

A. Pay TOTAL FEE(S) DUE shown above, or 

B. If applicant claimed SMALL ENTITY status before, or is now 
claiming SMALL ENTITY status, check the box below and enclose 
the PUBLICATION FEE and 1/2 the ISSUE FEE shown above. 

□ Applicant claims SMALL ENTITY status. 
See 37 CFR 1.27. 



II. PART B - FEE(S) TRANSMITTAL should be completed and returned to the United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) with 
your ISSUE FEE and PUBLICATION FEE (if required). Even if the fee(s) have already been paid, Part B - Fee(s) Transmittal* should be 
completed and returned. If you are charging the fee(s) to your deposit account, section "4b" of Part B - Fee(s) Transmittal should be 
completed and an extra copy of the form should be submitted. 

III. All communications regarding this application must give the application number. Please direct all communications prior to issuance to 
Mail Stop ISSUE FEE unless advised to the contrary. 

IMPORTANT REMINDER: Utility patents issuing on applications filed on or after Dec. 12, 1980 may require payment of 
maintenance fees. It is patentee's responsibility to ensure timely payment of maintenance fees when due. 

ENTERED j 

Page 1 of 3 Date ; $1 

PTOL-85 (Rev. 11/03) Approved for use through 04/30/2004. " ^ ^ *jBy. _ 




Complete and send this form, 
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PART B - FEE(S) TRANSMITTAL 
r With applicable fee(s), to: Mail 



or Fax 



Mail Stop ISSUE FEE 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
(703) 746-4000 



INSTRUCTIONS: This form should be used for transmitting the ISSUE FEE and PUBLICATION FEE (if required). Blocks I through 4 should be completed where 
appropriate. All further correspondence including the Patent, advance orders and notification of maintenance fees will be mailed to the current correspondence address as 
indicated unless corrected below or directed otherwise in Block 1 , by (a) specifying a new correspondence address; and/or (b) indicating a separate "FEE ADDRESS" for 
maintenance fee notifications. 



CURRENT CORRESPONDENCE ADDRESS (Note: Legibly mark-up with any corrections or use Block 1) 
7590 05/05/2004 

SCHWEGMAN, LUNDBERG, WOESSNER & KLUTH, P.A. 
P.O. Box 2938 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 



Note: A certificate of mailing can only be used for domestic mailings of the 
Fee(s) Transmittal. This certificate cannot be used for any other accompanying 

Eapers. Each additional paper, such as an assignment or formal drawing, must 
ave its own certificate of mailing or transmission. 

Certificate of Mailing or Transmission 
I hereby certify that this Feefs) Transmittal is being deposited with the United 
States Postal Service with sufficient postage for first class mail in an envelope 
addressed to the Mail Stop ISSUE FEE address above, or being facsimile 
transmitted to the USPTO, on the date indicated below. 



(Depositor's name) 



(Signature) 



(Date) 



APPLICATION NO. | FILING DATE 


FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 


ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 


CONFIRMATION NO. | 


09/845,768 05/01/2001 
TITLE OF INVENTION: WIRELESS PHONE- INTERFACE DEVICE 


John Todd Bergman 


1420.001 US 1 

/ 


4951 


APPLN. TYPE | SMALL ENTITY 


ISSUE FEE 


| PUBLICATION FEE 


TOTAL FEE(S) DUE 


DATE DUE | 


nonprovisional NO 


$1330 


$300 


$1630 


08/05/2004 


EXAMINER 


ART UNIT 


| CLASS-SUBCLASS 






RAMAKRISHNAIAH, MELUR 


2643 


379-037000 







1 . Change of correspondence address or indication of "Fee Address" (37 
CFR 1.363). 

□ Change of correspondence address (or Change of Correspondence 
Address form PTO/SB/122) attached. 

□ "Fee Address" indication (or "Fee Address" Indication form 
PTO/SB/47; Rev 03-02 or more recent) attached. Use of a Customer 
Number is required. 



2. For printing on the patent front page, list (1) the 
names of up to 3 registered patent attorneys or 
agents OR, alternatively, (2) the name of a single 
firm (having as a member a registered attorney or 
agent) and the names of up to 2 registered patent 
attorneys or agents. If no name is listed, no name 
will be printed. 



3. ASSIGNEE NAME AND RESIDENCE DATA TO BE PRINTED ON THE PATENT (print or type) 

PLEASE NOTE: Unless an assignee is identified below, no assignee data will appear on the patent. Inclusion of assignee data is only appropriate when an assignment has 
been previously submitted to the USPTO or is being submitted under separate cover. Completion of this form is NOT a substitute for filing an assignment. 



(A) NAME OF ASSIGNEE 



(B) RESIDENCE: (CITY and STATE OR COUNTRY) 



Please check the appropriate assignee category or categories (will not be printed on the patent); Q individual □ corporation or other private group entity □ government 
4a. The following fee(s) are enclosed: 4b. Payment of Fee(s): 

□ Issue Fee □ A check in the amount of the fee(s) is enclosed. 

□ Publication Fee □ Payment by credit card. Form PTO-203 8 is attached. 

□ Advance Order - # of Copies □ The Director is hereby authorized by charge the required fee(s), or credit any overpayment, to 



Deposit Account Number _ 



. (enclose an extra copy of this form). 



Director for Patents is requested to apply the Issue Fee and Publication Fee (if any) or to re-apply any previously paid issue fee to the application identified above. 



(Authorized Signature) 



(Date) 



NOTE; The Issue Fee and Publication Fee (if required) will not be accepted from anyone 
other than the applicant; a registered attorney or agent; or the assignee or other party in 
interest as shown by the records of the United States Patent and Trademark Office. 



This collection of information is required by 37 CFR 1.311. The information is required to 
obtain or retain a benefit by the public which is to file (and by the USPTO to process) an 
application. Confidentiality is governed by 35 U.S.C. 122 and 37 CFR 1.14. This collection is 
estimated to take 1 2 minutes to complete, including gathering, preparing, and submitting the 
completed application form to the USPTO. Time will vary depending upon the individual 
case. Any comments on the amount of time you require to complete this form and/or 
suggestions for reducing this burden, should be sent to the Chief Information Officer, U.S. 
Patent and Trademark Office, U.S. Department of Commerce, Alexandria, Virginia 
22313-1450. DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETED FORMS TO THIS ADDRESS. 
SEND TO: Commissioner for Patents, Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450. 

Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a 
collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number. 
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Application No. 


Appticant(s) 


Notice of Allowability 


09/845,768 


BERGMAN ET AL. 


Examiner 


Art Unit 






Melur Ramakrishnaiah 


2643 





« The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address— 
All claims being allowable, PROSECUTION ON THE MERITS IS (OR REMAINS) CLOSED in this application. If not included 
herewith (or previously mailed), a Notice of Allowance (PTOL-85) or other appropriate communication will be mailed in due course. THIS 
NOTICE OF ALLOWABILITY IS NOT A GRANT OF PATENT RIGHTS. This application is subject to withdrawal from issue at the initiative 
of the Office or upon petition by the applicant. See 37 CFR 1.313 and MPEP 1308. 

1. 13 This communication is responsive to 2-9-2004 . 

2. IS The allowed claim(s) is/are 1-3, 7.8. 11-23 and 25-33, now renumbered 1-27 . 

3. CD The drawings filed on are accepted by the Examiner. 

4. □ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 

a) □ All b) □ Some* c) □ None of the: 

1- □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. □ Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this national stage application from the 

International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* Certified copies not received: . 

Applicant has THREE MONTHS FROM THE "MAILING DATE" of this communication to file a reply complying with the requirements 
noted below. Failure to timely comply will result in ABANDONMENT of this application. 
THIS THREE-MONTH PERIOD IS NOT EXTENDABLE. 

5. □ A SUBSTITUTE OATH OR DECLARATION must be submitted. Note the attached EXAMINER'S AMENDMENT or NOTICE OF 

INFORMAL PATENT APPLICATION (PTO-152) which gives reason(s) why the oath or declaration is deficient. 

6. M CORRECTED DRAWINGS ( as "replacement sheets") must be submitted. 

(a) |2 including changes required by the Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review ( PTO-948) attached 

1) IE hereto or 2) □ to Paper No./Mail Date . 

(b) □ including changes required by the attached Examiner's Amendment / Comment or in the Office action of 

Paper No./Mail Date . 

Identifying indicia such as the application number (see 37 CFR 1.84(c)) should be written on the drawings in the front (not the back) of 
each sheet. Replacement sheet(s) should be labeled as such in the header according to 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

7. □ DEPOSIT OF and/or INFORMATION about the deposit of BIOLOGICAL MATERIAL must be submitted. Note the 

attached Examiner's comment regarding REQUIREMENT FOR THE DEPOSIT OF BIOLOGICAL MATERIAL. 



Attachment(s) 

1. □ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2. p Notice of Draftperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3. □ Information Disclosure Statements (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08), 

Paper No./Mail Date 

4. □ Examiner's Comment Regarding Requirement for Deposit 

of Biological Material 



5. □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

6. □ Interview Summary (PTO-413), 

Paper No./Mail Date . 

7. S Examiner's Amendment/Comment 

8. □ Examiner's Statement of Reasons for Allowance 



9. □ Other. 



Melur Ramakrishnaiah 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit: 2643 




US. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-37 (Rev. 1-04) 



Notice of Allowability 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 1 



copy 



Application/Control Number: 09/845,768 Page 2 

Art Unit: 2643 

1 . An examiner's amendment to the record appears below. Should the changes 
and/or additions be unacceptable to applicant, an amendment may be filed as provided 
by 37 CFR 1.312. To ensure consideration of such an amendment, it MUST be 
submitted no later than the payment of the issue fee. 
The application has been amended as follows: 

Claim 25: Replace, "The security system of claim 24" with, - The security system 
of claim 21--; 

Claim 26: Replace, "The security system of claim 24" with, - The security system 
of claim 21--; 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melur Ramakrishnaiah whose telephone number is 
(703) 305-1461 . The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 6:30-4:00; every other 
FOff. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Curtis Kuntz can be reached on (703)305-4708. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 



COPY 



Application/Control Number: 09/845,768 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2643 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

IVfelur Ramakrishnaiah 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2643 
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Form PTO-948 (Rev 
Application No. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 



NOTICE OF DRAFTSPERSON'S PATENT DRAWING REVIEW 



01 



The drawing(s) filed (insert date)_ 

A - / approved by the Draftsperson under 37 CFR 1 .84 or 1. 152. 

B S^L objected to by the Draftsperson under 37 CFR 1.84 or 1 . 1 52 for the reasons indicated below. Corrected 
drawings are required. 



1. DRAWINGS. 37 CFR 1.84(a): Acceptable 
categories of drawings: Black ink or 
Color (3 sets required). 

Color drawings are not acceptable until petition is 

granted. Fig(s) . 



_ Pencil and non black ink not permitted. 
PHOTOGRAPHS. 37 CFR 1 84(b) 
One ( 1 ) full-tone set is required. Fig(s) 



F>g(s)_ 



Photographs may not be mounted. 37 CFR 1 .84(e) 

Photographs must meet paper size requirements of 

37 CFR 1.84(f). Fig(s) 

Poor quality (half-tone). Fig(s) 

3. TYPE OF PAPER. 37 CFR 1.84(e) 

Paper not flexible, strong, white, and durable. 

Fig(s) 

Erasures, alterations, overwri tings, interlineations, 

folds, copy machine marks not accepted. 

Fig(s) 

4. SIZE OF PAPER. 37 CFR 1 .84(0: Acceptable 
sizes: 

21.0 cm by 29.7 cm (DIN size A4) or 
2 1 .6 cm by 27.9 cm (8 1 /2x 11 inches) 

All drawing sheets not the same size. 

Sheet(s) 

Drawings sheets not an acceptable size. Fig(s) 

5. MARGINS. 37 CFR 1.84(g): Acceptable margins: 
Top 2.5 cm Left 2.5 cm Right 1 .5 cm Q^omJ.O ^ 

>^ 

.Right (R) 



Margins not acceptable. Fig(s) 
/"" Top (T) 



Left (L) 
Bottom (B) 



6. VIEWS. 37 CFR 1.84(h) 

REMINDER: Specification may require revision to 
correspond to drawing changes, e.g., if Fig. 1 is 
changed to Fig. 1 A, Fig IB and Fig. 1C, etc., the 
specification, at the Brief Description of the Drawings, 
must likewise be changed. 

Views not labeled separately or properly. 

Fig(s) ; 

7. SECTIONAL VIEWS. 37 CFR 1.84(h)(3) 

Sectional designation should be noted with 

Arabic or Roman numbers. Fig(s) 



8. ARRANGEMENT OF VIEWS. 37 CFR 1.84(i) 
Words do not appear on a horizontal, left-to-right 

fashion when page is either upright or turned so 
that the top becomes the right side, except for 
graphs. Fig(s) 

9. SCALE. 37 CFR 1.84(k) 

Scale not large enough to show mechanism 

without crowding when drawing is reduced in 

size to two-thirds in reproduction. 

Fig(s) 

10. CHARACTER OF LINES, NUMBERS, & 
LEJTERS. 37 CFR 1.84(1) 

x*Cj Jnes, numbers & letters not uniformly thick and 
well defined, clefcn, durabje/"and blacJt-fpojaasline 
quality). Fig(s) \ I 

11. SHADING. 37 CFR*.84(m) 
Solid black areas pale. Fig(s) _ 



ab^e^and blacit^o^^lin 



Solid black shading not permitted. Fig(s)_ 



12. NUMBERS, LETTERS, & REFERENCE 
CHARACTERS. 37 CFR 1.84(p) 

Numbers and reference characters not plain and 

legible. Fig(s)_ 



Figure legends are poor. Fig(s) 

Numbers and reference characters not oriented in 
the same direction as the view. 37 CFR 1.84(p)(l) 
Fig(s) 

English alphabet not used. 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(2) 

Fig(s) ; . 

Numbers, letters and reference characters must be 

at least 32 cm (1/8 inch) in height. 37 CFR 
1.84(p)(3). Fig(s) , 

13. LEAD LINES. 37,CFR 1.84(q) 

Lead lines missing. Fig(s) 

14. NUMBERING OF SHEETS OF DRAWINGS. 
37 CFR 1.84(t) 

Sheets not numbered consecutively, and in Arabic 

numbers beginning with number 1 . Sheet(s) 

15. NUMBERING OF VIEWS. 37 CFR 1 .84(u) 
Views not numbered consecutively, and in Arabic 

numerals, beginning with number 1. pig(s) 

16. DESIGN DRAWINGS. 37 CFR 1.152 
Surface shading shown not appropriate. 

Fig(s) 

Solid black surface shading is not permitted except 

when used to represent the color black as well as 
color contrast. Fig(s) 
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Reviewer 

If you have questions, call (703) 305-8404. 
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ARMSTRONG TEASDALE LLP 

One Metropolitan Square, Suite 2600 
St. I-ouis, Missouri 63102-2740 
Phone: (314) 621-5070 
Fax: (314) 621-5065 
vwvw.armbirongtea5daJe.com 

CERTIFICATE OF FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION TO THE 
UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



Date: February 9. 2004 

Examiner; Melur Ramakrishnaiah 
Art Unit: 2643 
Fax: (703) 872-9306 
From; Patrick W. Rasche 



RE; US. Patent Application 
Serial No.; 09/845,768 
Applicant: John Todd Bergman, etaL 
Atty. DkL No.: 1420.001US1 



DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED WITH TRANSMISSION: 
Request for Continued Examination (1 pg.); Amendment Transmittal (3 pg$.); Amendment in 
Response to Final Office Action dated October 9, 2003 f £ 3 pgs.); and Certificate of 

Transmission Via Facsimile (I pg.) 



Total pages including cover page: 
If all pages are not received, please contact: Michele at ExL 7321 

RE; The above referenced U.S. Patent Application 
Title; WIRELESS PHONE INTER-FACE DEVICE 
Filed: May 1, 2001 

CERTIFICATE OF FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 

I hereby certify that these papers are being facsimile transmitted to the U.S. Patent and Trademark 
Office, Facsimile Number (703) 872-9306 on the date shown below. 



e- COPY 

A RMSTRONG TEASDALE LLP 

One Metropolitan Square, Suite 2600 
St. Louis, Missouri 63102-2740 
Phone: (314) 621-5070 
Fax: (314) 621-5065 
www.armstrongteasdale.com 

CERTIFICATE OF FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION TO THE 
UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 




Date: February 9. 2004 

Examiner: Melur Ramakrishnaiah 
Art Unit: 2643 
Fax: (703)872-9306 
From: Patrick W. Rasche 



RE: U.S. Patent Application 
Serial No.: 09/845,768 
Applicant: John Todd Bergman, et aL 
Atty. Dkt. No.: 1420.001US1 



DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED WITH TRANSMISSION: 
Request/or Continued Examination (1 pg.); Amendment Transmittal (3 pgs.); Amendment in 
Response to Final Office Action dated October 9, 2003 ( £3 pgs.); and Certificate of 

Transmission Via Facsimile (1 pg.) 



Total pages including cover page: 



If all pages are not received, please contact: Michele at Ext. 7321 

RE: The above referenced U.S. Patent Application 
Title: WIRELESS PHONE INTER FACE DEVICE 
Filed: May 1, 2001 

CERTIFICATE OF FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 

I hereby certify that these papers are being facsimile transmitted to the U.S. Patent and Trademark 
Office, Facsimile Number (703) 872-9306 on the date shown below. 



Date: February 9, 2004 



Patrick W. Rasche s Reg. No.: 37,916 



The information contained in this facsimile message is information protected by attorney-client and/or the attorney/work product 
privilege. It is intended only for the use of the individual named above and the privileges are not waived by virtue of this having been 
sent by facsimile. If the person actually receiving this facsimile or any other reader of the facsimile is not the named recipient or the 
employee or agent responsible to deliver it to the named recipient, any use, dissemination, distribution, or copying of the 
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately notify us by telephone and 
return the original message to us at the above address via U.S. Postal Service. 



*IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL PAGES, PLEASE CONTACT US IMMEDIATELY AT (314) 621-5070. f( ; - 



Via Facsimile: (703) 872-9306 
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U.S. Patent and Trademark Office; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
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Serial No.: 09/845,768 

Filed: May 1,2001 

For: WIRELESS PHONE- 
INTERFACE DEVICE 



Art Unit: 2643 

Examiner: M. Ramakrishnaiah 



AMENDMENT AFTER FINAL 

Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

In response to the Office Action dated October 9, 2003, and made final, Applicants 
respectfully request entry and consideration of the following amendment. 
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IN THE CLAIMS 

1 . (currently amended) A method at a phone-interface device, comprising: 
receiving a provisional-alarm report; 

determining whether a disarm command has been received subsequent to receipt of 
the provisional-alarm report; 

when a disarm command has not been received before expiration of a period of time, 
sending a system condition to a monitoring station including seizing a telephone line; and 

calling the monitoring station via the telephone line; and 

determining whether the calling element is successful, and when the calling element is 
not successful, sending the alarm condition to the monitoring station via an alternative 
communications link ; and 

determining whether a trouble condition exists at the phone interface device and if it 
exists, communicating the trouble condition to the control panel via a transmitter located at 
the phone interface device . 

2. (original) The method of claim 1, wherein the provisional-alarm report is received 
via a wireless signal. 

3. (original) The method of claim 2, wherein the wireless signal is a radio frequency 

signal. 

4-6. (canceled) 

7. (currently amended) A phone-interface device, comprising: 

a receiver to receive a wireless signal from a control panel, wherein the wireless 
signal encodes information regarding a system condition; 
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a transmitter to transmit data via wireless communication about trouble conditions to 
a receiver at the control panel; and 

a phone port to connect to a communications link, wherein the phone port is to dial a 
telephone number of a monitoring station in response to receiving the wireless signal and the 
communications link is at least one of an ISDN line and wireless. 

8. (original) The phone-interface device of claim 7, wherein the communications link 
is a telephone line. 

9-10 (canceled) 

11. (currently amended) A phone-interface device, comprising: 

a phone port to draw electrical energy from a phone line, wherein the phone port is 
part of a premise phone system, and wherein the electrical energy drawn from the phone line 
is within a current and voltage profile of the premise phone system ; and 

a transmitter to transmit data via wireless communication about trouble conditions to 
a receiver at a control panel . 

12. (original) The phone-interface device of claim 11, further comprising: 

an energy storage device, wherein the electrical energy drawn from the phone line 
charges the energy storage device. 

13. (original) The phone-interface device of claim 12, wherein the energy storage 
device is a battery. 

14. (original) The phone-interface device of claim 12, wherein the energy storage 
device is a capacitor. 

15. (original) The phone-interface device of claim 12, wherein the electrical energy is 
drawn from the phone line during a phone line state of ringing. 
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16. (original) The phone-interface device of claim 12, wherein the electrical energy is 
drawn while a premise phone is off-hook. 

17. (original) The phone-interface device of claim 12, wherein the electrical energy is 
drawn while the phone port checks the line for proper voltages and currents. 

18. (original) The phone-interface device of claim 12, wherein the electrical energy is 
drawn while the phone port is dialing. 

19. (original) The phone-interface device of claim 12, wherein the electrical energy is 
drawn during a connected call. 

20. (original) The phone-interface device of claim 12, wherein the electrical energy is 
drawn after an off-premise call has hung up. 

21. (currently amended) A security system, comprising: 

a control panel to receive a sensor event from a security device, to translate the sensor 
event into a system condition, and to transmit a wireless signal to a phone-interface device, 
wherein the wireless signal encodes information regarding the system condition; and 

a phone-interface device comprising a receiver to receive the wireless signal from the 
control panel and a transmitter to transmit data via wireless communicatio n about trouble 
conditions to said control panel receiver , wherein the phone-interface device is packaged 
separately from the control panel, 

wherein the phone-interface device receives direct electric current from an energy 
storage device. 

22. (original) The security system of claim 21, wherein the phone-interface further 
comprises a phone port to connect to a telephone line, wherein the phone port is to dial a 
telephone number of a monitoring station in response to receiving the wireless signal. 

23. (original) The security system of claim 21, wherein the control panel receives 
alternating electric current. 
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24. (canceled) 

25. (original) The security system of claim 24, wherein the energy storage device 
comprises a battery. 

26. (original) The security system of claim 24, wherein the energy storage device 
comprises a capacitor. 

27. (original) The security system of claim 21, wherein the phone-interface device 
receives electrical power from a telephone line. 

28. (original) The security system of claim 21, wherein the phone-interface device is 
mounted in a separate enclosure from the control panel. 

29. (original) The security system of 21, wherein the phone-interface device is 
mounted in a separate enclosure from an input device. 

30. (original) The security system of 21, wherein the phone-interface device is 
mounted in a s epar at een closure from a siren. 

3 1 . (currently amended) A program product comprising a signal-bearing media 
bearing instructions, which when read and executed by a processor, comprise: 

determining whether a trouble condition exists at a phone interface device and if it 
exists, communicating the trouble condition to a control panel via a transmitter located at the 
phone interface device; 

receiving a provisional-alarm report at the phone interface device ; 

determining whether a disarm command has been received subsequent to receipt of 
the provisional-alarm report; and 

when a disarm command has not been received before expiration of a period of time, 
sending a system condition to a monitoring station including seizing a telephone line, and 
calling the monitoring station via the telephone line; and 
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determining whether the calling is successful, and when the calling is not successful, 
sending the alarm condition to the monitoring station via an alternative communications link. 

32. (original) The program product of claim 31, wherein the provisional-alarm report 
is received via a wireless signal. 

33. (original) The program product of claim 32, wherein the wireless signal is a radio 
frequency signal. 

34-35. (canceled) 
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Remarks 



The Office Action mailed October 9, 2003 has been carefully reviewed and the 
foregoing amendment has been made in consequence thereof. 

Claims 1-3, 7-8, 1 1-23, and 25-33 are pending in this application. Claims 1-3, 7-8, 
1 1-23, and 25-33 stand rejected. Claims 4-6, 9-10, 24, and 34-35 have been canceled. 

In accordance with 37 C.F.R. 1.136(a), a one month extension of time is submitted 
herewith to extend the due date of the response to the Office Action dated October 9, 2003, 
for the above-identified patent application from January 9, 2004, through and including 
February 9, 2004. In accordance with 37 C.F.R. 1.17(a)(3), authorization to charge a deposit 
account in the amount of $1 10 to cover this extension of time request also is submitted 
herewith. 

The rejection of Claims 1-3 and 31-33 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Brunius (US Patent No. 6,204,760B1) in view of Dop et al. (US Patent No. 4,888,290) is 
respectfully traversed. 

Brunius describes a security system for a building that utilizes a main controller in 
communication with a unit controller that receives signals from at least one sensor. The unit 
controller communicates a provisional alarm to the main controller upon the sensing of a 
security condition. 

Dop describes a cellular backup system for a standard security alarm network so that 
upon the inoperativeness of the telephone land line, automatic switchover to the cellular 
system is achieved. 

Claim 1 recites a method "at a phone-interface device, comprising: receiving a 
provisional-alarm report; determining whether a disarm command has been received 
subsequent to receipt of the provisional-alarm report; when a disarm command has not been 
received before expiration of a period of time, sending a system condition to a monitoring 
station including seizing a telephone line; and calling the monitoring station via the telephone 
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line; determining whether the calling element is successful, and when the calling element is 
not successful, sending the alarm condition to the monitoring station via an alternative 
communications link; and determining whether a trouble condition exists at the phone 
interface device and if it exists, communicating the trouble condition to the control panel via 
a transmitter located at the phone interface device. 

Brunius in view of Dop do not describe nor suggest determining whether a trouble 
condition exists at the phone interface device and if it exists, communicating the trouble 
condition to the control panel via a transmitter located at the phone interface device. Rather, 
Brunius and Dop are silent with regard to a phone interface device that determines whether a 
trouble condition exists and communicating the trouble condition to the control panel via a 
transmitter located at the phone interface device. For the reasons set forth above, Claim 1 is 
submitted to be patentable over Brunius in view of Dop. 

Claims 2 and 3 depend, directly or indirectly, from independent Claim 1 . When the 
recitations of Claims 2 and 3 are considered in combination with the recitations of Claim 1, 
Applicants submit that dependent Claims 2 and 3 likewise are patentable over Brunius in 
view of Dop. 

Claim 3 1 recites a "program product comprising a signal-bearing media bearing 
instructions, which when read and executed by a processor, comprise: determining whether a 
trouble condition exists at a phone interface device and if it exists, communicating the trouble 
condition to a control panel via a transmitter located at the phone interface device; receiving a 
provisional-alarm report at the phone interface device; determining whether a disarm 
command has been received subsequent to receipt of the provisional-alarm report; when a 
disarm command has not been received before expiration of a period of time, sending a 
system condition to a monitoring station including seizing a telephone line, and calling the 
monitoring station via the telephone line; and determining whether the calling is successful, 
and when the calling is not successful, sending the alarm condition to the monitoring station 
via an alternative communications link. 
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Brunius in view of Dop et al do not describe nor suggest determining whether a 
trouble condition exists at a phone interface device and if it exists, communicating the trouble 
condition to a control panel via a transmitter located at the phone interface device. Rather 
Brunius and Dop et al are silent with regard to communicating a trouble condition to a control 
panel from a phone interface device. For the reasons set forth above, Claim 31 is submitted 
to be patentable over Brunius in view of Dop et al. 

Claims 32-33 depend from Claim 31 . When the recitations of Claims 32-33 are 
considered in combination with the recitations of Claim 31, Applicants submit that dependent 
Claims 32-33 likewise are patentable over Brunius in view of Dop et al. 

For the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully request that the Section 102 
rejection of Claims 1-3 and 31-33 be withdrawn. 

The rejection of Claims 7-8 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brunius in view of Dop and Peters (US Patent No. 5,717,379) is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 7 recites a "phone-interface device, comprising: a receiver to receive a wireless 
signal from a control panel, wherein the wireless signal encodes information regarding a 
system condition; a transmitter to transmit data via wireless communication about trouble 
conditions to a receiver at the control panel; and a phone port to connect to a communications 
link, wherein the phone port is to dial a telephone number of a monitoring station in response 
to receiving the wireless signal and the communications link is at least one of an ISDN line 
and wireless. 

Brunius and Dop are described above. Peters describes a remote monitoring system 
for monitoring properties of persons to be protected. The system describes at least one video 
pickup device positioned at the property to be protected. 

Brunius in view of Dop et al and Peters do not describe nor suggest a transmitter to 
transmit data via wireless communication about trouble conditions to a receiver at the control 
panel. Rather, Brunius, Dop, and Peters are silent with regard to a phone interface device 
transmitter that transmits data via wireless communication about trouble conditions to a 
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receiver at the control panel. For the reasons set forth above, Claim 7 is submitted to be 
patentable over Brunius in view of Dop et al and Peters. 

Claim 8 depends from independent Claim 7. When the recitations of Claim 8 are 
considered in combination with the recitations of Claim 7, Applicants submit that dependent 
Claim 8 likewise is patentable over Brunius in view of Dop et al and Peters. 

The rejection of Claims 21-22 and 27 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Brunius in view of Heald et al (US Patent No. 5,553,138) is respectfully traversed. 

Brunius is described above. Heald et al describes a computer system including a 
modem that communicates via a telephone line. The computer is charged during operation 
and receives power from a capacitor. Heald et al do not describe a security system telephone 
interface device. 

Claim 21 recites a "security system, comprising: a control panel to receive a sensor 
event from a security device, to translate the sensor event into a system condition, and to 
transmit a wireless signal to a phone-interface device, wherein the wireless signal encodes 
information regarding the system condition; and a phone-interface device comprising a 
receiver to receive the wireless signal from the control panel and a transmitter to transmit 
data via wireless communication about trouble conditions to said control panel receiver, 
wherein the phone-interface device is packaged separately from the control panel, wherein 
the phone-interface device receives direct electric current from an energy storage device." 

Brunius in view of Heald do not describe nor suggest a phone interface device 
comprising a receiver to receive the wireless signal from the control panel and a transmitter 
to transmit data via wireless communication about trouble conditions to said control panel 
receiver. Rather, Brunius and Heald are silent with regard the recited aspects of the phone 
interface device. For the reasons set forth above, Claim 21 is submitted to be patentable over 
Brunius in view of Heald. 
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Claims 22 and 27 depend from Claim 21. When the recitations of Claims 22 and 27 
are considered in combination with the recitations of Claim 21, Applicants submit that 
dependent Claims 22 and 27 likewise are patentable over Brunius in view of Heald. 

As is well established, obviousness cannot be established by combining the teachings 
of the cited art to produce the claimed invention, absent some teaching, suggestion, or 
incentive supporting the combination. The required teaching, suggestion and incentive 
supporting the Examiner's combination is absent here. Neither Brunius nor Heald et al teach 
or suggest the claimed combination. Furthermore, in contrast to the assertion within the 
Office Action, Applicant respectfully submits that it would not be obvious to one skilled in 
the art to combine Brunius with Heald because there is no motivation to combine these 
references suggested in the art. The Examiner has not pointed to any prior art that teaches or 
suggests combining the disclosures. 

As the Federal Circuit has recognized, obviousness is not established merely by 
combining references having different individual elements of pending claims. Ex parte 
Levengood, 28 U.S.P.Q.2d 1300 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1993). MPEP 2143.01. Rather, 
there must be some suggestion, outside of Applicants' disclosure, in the prior art to combine 
such references, and a reasonable expectation of success must be both found in the prior art, 
and not based on Applicants' disclosure. In re Vaeck , 20 U.S.P.Q.2d 1436 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 
In the present case, neither a suggestion nor motivation to combine the prior art disclosures, 
nor any reasonable expectation of success has been shown. Specifically, the Examiner has 
not pointed to any prior art that teaches or suggests a reasonable expectation of success or 
motivation in combining the references. 

Furthermore, it is impermissible to use the claimed invention as an instruction manual 
or "template" to piece together the teachings of the cited art so that the claimed invention is 
rendered obvious. Specifically, one cannot use hindsight reconstruction to pick and choose 
among isolated disclosures in the art to deprecate the claimed invention. Further, it is 
impermissible to pick and choose from any one reference only so much of it as will support a 
given position, to the exclusion of other parts necessary to the full appreciation of what such 
reference fairly suggests to one of ordinary skill in the art. The present Section 103 rejection 
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is apparently based on a combination of teachings selected from multiple patents in an 
attempt to arrive at the claimed invention. 

Since there is no teaching, suggestion, or motivation in the cited references for the 
claimed combination recited in Claims 21, 22, and 27, the Section 103 rejection of Claims 21, 
22, and 27 appear to be based on impermissible hindsight reconstruction in which isolated 
disclosures have been picked and chosen in an attempt to deprecate the present invention. Of 
course, such a combination is impermissible. 

Accordingly, for the reasons set forth above, Claims 21, 22, and 27 are submitted to 
be patentable over Brunius in view of Heald. 

The rejection of Claim 23 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brunius in view of Heald as applied to Claim 21 and further in view of Otto (US Patent No. 
6,442,240B1) is respectfully traversed. 

Brunius and Heald are described above. Otto describes a hostage negotiation system 
including a throw module and a command unit connected by a communication cable. 

Claim 23 depends from Claim 21 which recites a "security system, comprising: a 
control panel to receive a sensor event from a security device, to translate the sensor event 
into a system condition, and to transmit a wireless signal to a phone-interface device, wherein 
the wireless signal encodes information regarding the system condition; and a phone- 
interface device comprising a receiver to receive the wireless signal from the control panel 
and a transmitter to transmit data via wireless communication about trouble conditions to said 
control panel receiver, wherein the phone-interface device is packaged separately from the 
control panel, wherein the phone-interface device receives direct electric current from an 
energy storage device." 

None of Brunius, Heald, nor Otto describe or suggest a security system including a 
phone-interface device comprising a receiver to receive the wireless signal from the control 
panel and a transmitter to transmit data via wireless communication about trouble conditions 
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to said control panel receiver. Rather, Brunius, Heald and Otto are silent with regard to this 
aspect of the phone interface device. 

In addition, as is well established, obviousness cannot be established by combining 
the teachings of the cited art to produce the claimed invention, absent some teaching, 
suggestion, or incentive supporting the combination. The required teaching, suggestion and 
incentive supporting the Examiner's combination is absent here. None of Brunius, Heald, nor 
Otto teach or suggest the claimed combination. Furthermore, in contrast to the assertion 
within the Office Action, Applicant respectfully submits that it would not be obvious to one 
skilled in the art to combine Brunius with Heald and Otto because there is no motivation to 
combine these references suggested in the art. The Examiner has not pointed to any prior art 
that teaches or suggests combining the disclosures. 

As the Federal Circuit has recognized, obviousness is not established merely by 
combining references having different individual elements of pending claims. Ex parte 
Levengood, 28 U.S.P.Q.2d 1300 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1993). MPEP 2143.01. Rather, 
there must be some suggestion, outside of Applicants' disclosure, in the prior art to combine 
such references, and a reasonable expectation of success must be both found in the prior art, 
and not based on Applicants' disclosure. In re Vaeck , 20 U.S.P.Q.2d 1436 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 
In the present case, neither a suggestion nor motivation to combine the prior art disclosures, 
nor any reasonable expectation of success has been shown. Specifically, the Examiner has 
not pointed to any prior art that teaches or suggests a reasonable expectation of success or 
motivation in combining the references. 

Furthermore, it is impermissible to use the claimed invention as an instruction manual 
or "template" to piece together the teachings of the cited art so that the claimed invention is 
rendered obvious. Specifically, one cannot use hindsight reconstruction to pick and choose 
among isolated disclosures in the art to deprecate the claimed invention. Further, it is 
impermissible to pick and choose from any one reference only so much of it as will support a 
given position, to the exclusion of other parts necessary to the full appreciation of what such 
reference fairly suggests to one of ordinary skill in the art. The present Section 103 rejection 
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is apparently based on a combination of teachings selected from multiple patents in an 
attempt to arrive at the claimed invention. 

Since there is no teaching, suggestion, or motivation in the cited references for the 
claimed combination recited in Claim 23, the Section 103 rejection of Claim 23 appears to be 
based on impermissible hindsight reconstruction in which isolated disclosures have been 
picked and chosen in an attempt to deprecate the present invention. Of course, such a 
combination is impermissible. 

Accordingly, for the reasons set forth above, Claim 23 is submitted to be patentable 
over Brunius in view of Heald, and further in view of Otto. 

The rejection of Claims 25 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Brunius in view of Heald et al and further in view of Ulrich (US Patent No. 4,803,719) 
is respectfully traversed. 

Brunius and Heald are described above. Ulrich describes a method for powering a 
telephone apparatus from the telephone line. 

Claims 25 and 26 depend from Claim 21 which recites a ""security system, 
comprising: a control panel to receive a sensor event from a security device, to translate the 
sensor event into a system condition, and to transmit a wireless signal to a phone-interface 
device, wherein the wireless signal encodes information regarding the system condition; and 
a phone-interface device comprising a receiver to receive the wireless signal from the control 
panel and a transmitter to transmit data via wireless communication about trouble conditions 
to said control panel receiver, wherein the phone-interface device is packaged separately 
from the control panel, wherein the phone-interface device receives direct electric current 
from an energy storage device." 

None of Brunius, Heald, nor Ulrich describe or suggest a security system including a 
phone-interface device comprising a receiver to receive the wireless signal from the control 
panel and a transmitter to transmit data via wireless communication about trouble conditions 
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to said control panel receiver. Rather, Brunius, Heald and Ulrich are silent with regard to this 
aspect of the phone interface device. 

As is well established, obviousness cannot be established by combining the teachings 
of the cited art to produce the claimed invention, absent some teaching, suggestion, or 
incentive supporting the combination. The required teaching, suggestion and incentive 
supporting the Examiner's combination is absent here. None of Brunius, Heald et al, nor 
Ulrich teach or suggest the claimed combination. Furthermore, in contrast to the assertion 
within the Office Action, Applicant respectfully submits that it would not be obvious to one 
skilled in the art to combine Brunius with Heald et al and Ulrich because there is no 
motivation to combine these references suggested in the art. The Examiner has not pointed to 
any prior art that teaches or suggests combining the disclosures. 

As the Federal Circuit has recognized, obviousness is not established merely by 
combining references having different individual elements of pending claims. Ex parte 
Levengood, 28 U.S.P.Q.2d 1300 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1993). MPEP 2143.01. Rather, 
there must be some suggestion, outside of Applicants' disclosure, in the prior art to combine 
such references, and a reasonable expectation of success must be both found in the prior art, 
and not based on Applicants' disclosure. In re Vaeck , 20 U.S.P.Q.2d 1436 (Fed. Cir, 1991). 
In the present case, neither a suggestion nor motivation to combine the prior art disclosures, 
nor any reasonable expectation of success has been shown. Specifically, the Examiner has 
not pointed to any prior art that teaches or suggests a reasonable expectation of success or 
motivation in combining the references. 

Furthermore, it is impermissible to use the claimed invention as an instruction manual 
or "template" to piece together the teachings of the cited art so that the claimed invention is 
rendered obvious. Specifically, one cannot use hindsight reconstruction to pick and choose 
among isolated disclosures in the art to deprecate the claimed invention. Further, it is 
impermissible to pick and choose from any one reference only so much of it as will support a 
given position, to the exclusion of other parts necessary to the full appreciation of what such 
reference fairly suggests to one of ordinary skill in the art. The present Section 103 rejection 
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is apparently based on a combination of teachings selected from multiple patents in an 
attempt to arrive at the claimed invention. 

Since there is no teaching, suggestion, or motivation in the cited references for the 
claimed combination recited in Claims 25 and 26, the Section 103 rejection of Claims 25 and 
26 appear to be based on impermissible hindsight reconstruction in which isolated disclosures 
have been picked and chosen in an attempt to deprecate the present invention. Of course, 
such a combination is impermissible. 

Accordingly, for the reasons set forth above, Claims 25 and 26 are submitted to be 
patentable over Brunius in view of Heald et al. and further in view of Ulrich. 

The rejection of Claims 28-30 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brunius in view of Heald as applied to Claim 21 above, and further in view of Addy (US 
Patent No.; 6,288,639B1) is respectfully traversed. 

Brunius and Heald are described above. Addy describes a method for installing 
wireless security devices. 

Claims 28-30 depend from Claim 21 which recites a '"'security system, comprising: a 
control panel to receive a sensor event from a security device, to translate the sensor event 
into a system condition, and to transmit a wireless signal to a phone-interface device, wherein 
the wireless signal encodes information regarding the system condition; and a phone- 
interface device comprising a receiver to receive the wireless signal from the control panel 
and a transmitter to transmit data via wireless communication about trouble conditions to said 
control panel receiver, wherein the phone-interface device is packaged separately from the 
control panel, wherein the phone-interface device receives direct electric current from an 
energy storage device." 

None of Brunius, Heald, nor Ulrich describe or suggest a security system including a 
phone-interface device comprising a receiver to receive the wireless signal from the control 
panel and a transmitter to transmit data via wireless communication about trouble conditions 
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to said control panel receiver. Rather, Brunius, Heald and Ulrich are silent with regard to this 
aspect of the phone interface device. 

As is well established, obviousness cannot be established by combining the teachings 
of the cited art to produce the claimed invention, absent some teaching, suggestion, or 
incentive supporting the combination. The required teaching, suggestion and incentive 
supporting the Examiner's combination is absent here. None of Brunius, Heald, nor Addy 
teach or suggest the claimed combination. Furthermore, in contrast to the assertion within the 
Office Action, Applicant respectfully submits that it would not be obvious to one skilled in 
the art to combine Brunius with Heald and Addy because there is no motivation to combine 
these references suggested in the art. The Examiner has not pointed to any prior art that 
teaches or suggests combining the disclosures. 

As the Federal Circuit has recognized, obviousness is not established merely by 
combining references having different individual elements of pending claims. Ex parte 
Levengood. 28 U.S.P.Q.2d 1300 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1993). MPEP 2143.01. Rather, 
there must be some suggestion, outside of Applicants' disclosure, in the prior art to combine 
such references, and a reasonable expectation of success must be both found in the prior art, 
and not based on Applicants' disclosure. In re Vaeck , 20 U.S.P.Q.2d 1436 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 
In the present case, neither a suggestion nor motivation to combine the prior art disclosures, 
nor any reasonable expectation of success has been shown. Specifically, the Examiner has 
not pointed to any prior art that teaches or suggests a reasonable expectation of success or 
motivation in combining the references. 

Furthermore, it is impermissible to use the claimed invention as an instruction manual 
or "template" to piece together the teachings of the cited art so that the claimed invention is 
rendered obvious. Specifically, one cannot use hindsight reconstruction to pick and choose 
among isolated disclosures in the art to deprecate the claimed invention. Further, it is 
impermissible to pick and choose from any one reference only so much of it as will support a 
given position, to the exclusion of other parts necessary to the full appreciation of what such 
reference fairly suggests to one of ordinary skill in the art. The present Section 103 rejection 
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is apparently based on a combination of teachings selected from multiple patents in an 
attempt to arrive at the claimed invention. 

Since there is no teaching, suggestion, or motivation in the cited references for the 
claimed combination recited in Claims 28-30, the Section 103 rejection of Claims 28-30 
appear to he based on impermissible hindsight reconstruction in which isolated disclosures 
have been picked and chosen in an attempt to deprecate the present invention. Of course, 
such a combination is impermissible. 

Accordingly, for the reasons set forth above, Claims 28-30 are submitted to be 
patentable over Brunius in view of Heald, and further in view of Addy. 

The rejection of Claims 11-12, 14, and 16-20 under 35 U.S.C. .§ 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Heald et al. (US Patent No. 5,553,1 38) is respectfully traversed. 

Heald has been described above. 

Claim 1 1 recites a "phone-interface device, comprising: a phone port to draw 
electrical energy from a phone line, wherein the phone port is part of a premise phone system, 
and wherein the electrical energy drawn from the phone line is within a current and voltage 
profile of the premise phone system; and a transmitter to transmit data via wireless 
communication about trouble conditions to a receiver at a control panel." 

Heald et al do not describe a phone interface device comprising a transmitter to 
transmit data via wireless communication about trouble conditions to a receiver at a control 
panel. Rather, Heald et al describe a telephone modem for computer equipment and for a 
base station unit and Heald is silent with regard to a transmitter to transmit data via wireless 
communication about trouble conditions. Accordingly, Claim 1 1 is submitted to be 
patentable over Heald et al. 

Claims 12, 14, and 16-20 depend from Claim 11. When the recitations of Claims 12, 
14, and 16-20 are considered in combination with the recitations of Claim 11, Applicants 
submit that dependent Claims 12, 14, and 16-20 likewise are patentable over Heald et al. 
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For the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully request that the Section 102 
rejection of Claims 11-12, 14, and 16-20 be withdrawn. 

The rejection of Claim 13 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Heald 
et al. in view of Ulrich is respectfully traversed. 

Heald and Ulrich are described above. Claim 13 depends from Claim 1 1 which 
recites a "phone-interface device, comprising: a phone port to draw electrical energy from a 
phone line, wherein the phone port is part of a premise phone system, and wherein the 
electrical energy drawn from the phone line is within a current and voltage profile of the 
premise phone system; and a transmitter to transmit data via wireless communication about 
trouble conditions to a receiver at a control panel." 

Neither Heald et al nor Ulrich describe nor suggest a security system phone interface 
device. In addition, neither Heald nor Ulrich describe a phone interface device that includes 
a transmitter to transmit data via wireless communication about trouble conditions to a 
receiver at a control panel. Rather, Heald et al describe a telephone modem for computer 
equipment and for a base station unit, and Ulrich describes an apparatus for a pay telephone, 
key telephone, or modem. 

In addition, as is well established, obviousness cannot be established by combining 
the teachings of the cited art to produce the claimed invention, absent some teaching, 
suggestion, or incentive supporting the combination. The required teaching, suggestion and 
incentive supporting the Examiner's combination is absent here. Neither Heald et al nor 
Ulrich teach or suggest the claimed combination. Furthermore, in contrast to the assertion 
within the Office Action, Applicant respectfully submits that it would not be obvious to one 
skilled in the art to combine Heald et al with Ulrich because there is no motivation to 
combine these references suggested in the art. The Examiner has not pointed to any prior art 
that teaches or suggests combining the disclosures. 

As the Federal Circuit has recognized, obviousness is not established merely by 
combining references having different individual elements of pending claims. Ex parte 
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Levengood 28 U.S.P.Q.2d 1300 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1993). MPEP 2143.01. Rather, 
there must be some suggestion, outside of Applicants' disclosure, in the prior art to combine 
such references, and a reasonable expectation of success must be both found in the prior art, 
and not based on Applicants' disclosure. In re Vaeck , 20 U.S.P.Q.2d 1436 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 
In the present case, neither a suggestion nor motivation to combine the prior art disclosures, 
nor any reasonable expectation of success has been shown. Specifically, the Examiner has 
not pointed to any prior art that teaches or suggests a reasonable expectation of success or 
motivation in combining the references. 

Furthermore, it is impermissible to use the claimed invention as an instruction manual 
or "template" to piece together the teachings of the cited art so that the claimed invention is 
rendered obvious. Specifically, one cannot use hindsight reconstruction to pick and choose 
among isolated disclosures in the art to deprecate the claimed invention. Further, it is 
impermissible to pick and choose from any one reference only so much of it as will support a 
given position, to the exclusion of other parts necessary to the full appreciation of what such 
reference fairly suggests to one of ordinary skill in the art. The present Section 103 rejection 
is apparently based on a combination of teachings selected from multiple patents in an 
attempt to arrive at the claimed invention. 

Since there is no teaching, suggestion, or motivation in the cited references for the 
claimed combination recited in Claim 13, the Section 103 rejection of Claim 13 appears to be 
based on impermissible hindsight reconstruction in which isolated disclosures have been 
picked and chosen in an attempt to deprecate the present invention. Of course, such a 
combination is impermissible. 

Accordingly, for the reasons set forth above, Claim 13 is submitted to be patentable 
over Heald et al. in view of Ulrich. 

The rejection of Claim 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Heald 
et al. in view of MacTaggart (US Patent No. 5,446,784) is respectfully traversed. 
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Heald is described above. MacTaggart describes an apparatus for coupling a 
telephone line to a telephone line subscriber device. 

Claim 15 depends from Claim 11 which recites a "phone-interface device, 
comprising: a phone port to draw electrical energy from a phone line, wherein the phone port 
is part of a premise phone system, and wherein the electrical energy drawn from the phone 
line is within a current and voltage profile of the premise phone system; and a transmitter to 
transmit data via wireless communication about trouble conditions to a receiver at a control 
panel." 

Neither Heald et al nor MacTaggart describe nor suggest a security system phone 
interface device. In addition, neither Heald nor MacTaggert describe a phone interface 
device that includes a transmitter to transmit data via wireless communication about trouble 
conditions to a receiver at a control panel. Rather, Heald et al describe a telephone modem 
for computer equipment and for a base station unit, and MacTaggart describes an apparatus 
for coupling a telephone line to a telephone line subscriber device. 

In addition, as is well established, obviousness cannot be established by combining 
the teachings of the cited art to produce the claimed invention, absent some teaching, 
suggestion, or incentive supporting the combination. The required teaching, suggestion and 
incentive supporting the Examiner's combination is absent here. Neither Heald et al nor 
MacTaggart teach or suggest the claimed combination. Furthermore, in contrast to the 
assertion within the Office Action, Applicant respectfully submits that it would not be 
obvious to one skilled in the art to combine Heald et al with MacTaggart because there is no 
motivation to combine these references suggested in the art. The Examiner has not pointed to 
any prior art that teaches or suggests combining the disclosures. 

As the Federal Circuit has recognized, obviousness is not established merely by 
combining references having different individual elements of pending claims. Ex parte 
Levengood, 28 U.S.P.Q.2d 1300 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1993). MPEP 2143.01. Rather, 
there must be some suggestion, outside of Applicants' disclosure, in the prior art to combine 
such references, and a reasonable expectation of success must be both found in the prior art, 
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and not based on Applicants' disclosure. In re Vaeck , 20 U.S.P.Q.2d 1436 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 
In the present case, neither a suggestion nor motivation to combine the- prior art disclosures, 
nor any reasonable expectation of success has been shown. Specifically, the Examiner has 
not pointed to any prior art that teaches or suggests a reasonable expectation of success or 
motivation in combining the references. 

Furthermore, it is impermissible to use the claimed invention as an instruction manual 
or "template" to piece together the teachings of the cited art so that the claimed invention is 
rendered obvious. Specifically, one cannot use hindsight reconstruction to pick and choose 
among isolated disclosures in the art to deprecate the claimed invention. Further, it is 
impermissible to pick and choose from any one reference only so much of it as will support a 
given position, to the exclusion of other parts necessary to the full appreciation of what such 
reference fairly suggests to one of ordinary skill in the art. The present Section 103 rejection 
is apparently based on a combination of teachings selected from multiple patents in an 
attempt to arrive at the claimed invention. 

Since there is no teaching, suggestion, or motivation in the cited references for the 
claimed combination recited in Claim 15, the Section 103 rejection of Claim 15 appears to be 
based on impermissible hindsight reconstruction in which isolated disclosures have been 
picked and chosen in an attempt to deprecate the present invention. Of course, such a 
combination is impermissible. 

Accordingly, for the reasons set forth above, Claim 15 is submitted to be patentable 
over Heald et al. in view of MacTaggart. 
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In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, all the claims now active in this 
application are believed to be in condition for allowance. Reconsideration and favorable 
action is respectfully solicited. 

Respectfully Submitted, 




Patrick W. Rasche 
Registration No. 37,916 
ARMSTRONG TEASDALE LLP 
One Metropolitan Square, Suite 2600 
St. Louis, Missouri 63102-2740 
(314) 621-5070 
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